
D 



RBOC 
Verizon 

Verizon 

lerizon 

F 
MERGER AUDIT 
NIA 

Collocation, 
Unbundled Network 
Element and Line- 
Sharing Audits (filed 
January 29,2001) 

Genuity Audit (June 1, 
2001) 

C Complaints Co 
ZOMPLAINTANT 
Iovad 

NorldCom 

AT&T 

erning 
)ATE 
4arch 5, 
00 1 

4arch 
0,2001 

une 28, 
!001 and 
iugust 8, 
!001 

IOC Merger Violations 
SSUE(S) 
‘erizon’s unilateral elimination of an 
‘CC-mandated discount for loops 
sed to provide advanced services. 
1.Verizon failed to comply with 

several of the FCC’s collocation 
requirements and discriminated to 
the advantage of its advanced 
services affiliate (i.e., Verizon did 
not charge the affiliate collocation 
fees or bill the affiliate for 
collocation space) 

2.Verizon did not correctly bill 
wholesale customers for network 
facilities. 

3.Verizon did not demonstrate to the 
relevant state commissions that it 
was necessary for Verizon to 
reserve dark fiber in its network. 

employees with detailed loop 
information on an electronic basis, 
whereas Verizon only provided 
non-affiliated carriers with this 
information on a manual basis. 

1 .Verizon is Genuity’s sole supplier 
of debt capital, in violation of 
merger conditions that limit 
Verizon’s holdings to no more than 
25 percent of the total outstanding 
debt of Genuity. 

2.Verizon is providing Genuity with 
preferential treatment due to its 
failure to (a) charge Genuity 
commercially reasonable rates; and 
(b) bill and collect outstanding 
debts from Genuity. 

4.Verizon provided its own 

STATUS 
3pen 

@en, except for collocation 
violations (September 14, 
2001 Consent Decree) 

Issue 3 was closed by In the 
Matter of Verizon 
Communications Inc., File 
No. EB-Ol-lH-O519(reI. 
August 20,2002); Issues 1, 
2, and 4 are outstanding. 
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Verizon 

r‘erizon 

)west 

west 

west 

Genuity Audit (filed 
June 1 ,~ 200 1) ~ 

Advanced Services 
Affiliate & General 
Merger Conditions 
Audits (filed June 18, 
200 1 and June 1,200 1, 
:espectively) 

)west-US WEST 
derger Audit (April 
6,2001) 

!west-US WEST 
4erger Audit (April 
6,2001) 
!west-US WEST 
ferger Audit (April 
6,2001) 

WorldCom 

CompTel 

AT&T 

WorldCom 

JompTel 

June 26, 
2001 
August 6, 
2001 

May 1, 
2001 

May 14, 
zoo 1 

Hay 16, 
LOO 1 

2 

3.Verizon withheld information from 
the auditor. 

4.Verizon’s management did not 
provide an assertion regarding 
Verizon’s discrimination in favor 
of Genuity in the provision of high. 
speed access and regular special 
access services because Verizon 
unilaterally decided that this was 
not required. 

Same as issues 2-4 above. 

1. Verizon provided its advanced 
services affiliate with free line- 
sharing for the period July 2000- 
April 2001. 

2.Verizon provided its advanced 
services affiliate with access to 
operations support systems that 
were not available to other carriers. 

3.Verizon misreported or failed to 
report camer-to-carrier 
performance data. 

4.Verizon failed to provide other 
carriers accurate and timely 
wholesale discounts mandated bv 

~2 

the merger conditions. 
Qwest provided in-region. interLATA 

~~~ - ,  

private-line services to 266 customers, 
which violates both the US WEST- 
Qwest merger conditions and Section 
27 1 of TA-96. 
Same as above 

Same as above 

See above 

Issue 3 was closed by In the 
Matter of Verizon 
Communications Inc., File 
No. EB-Ol-IH-O519(rel. 
August 20,2002); Issues 1, 
2, and 4 are outstanding. 
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Qwest-US WEST 
Merger Audit (Year 
2) (March 1 1,2002) 
Formal complaint 
concerning Qwest’s 
failure to comply with 
the provisions of its 
divestiture agreement, 

Qwest-US WEST 
merger conditions 

as required by the 

FCC Merger Enforcement Chart 
July 3,2002 

AT&T 

Touch America 
(formal complaint); 
also, Touch America 
letter re: Merger 
Audit, October 29, 
2001 

Qwest 

Qwcst 

Qwest 

Qwest 

SBC 

Merger Audit (April 
16,2001) 

Merger Audit (Year 
Two) (March 1 1, 
2002) 

Ictober 
!9,200 1 

flay 2, 
!002 

’ile No. 
3B-02- 
viD-004 
Feb. 11, 
!002) 
revised 
md refiled 
*larch 1, 
!002). 

day 3, 
!002 

Iecember 
!9,2000 

3 

ame as above. However, Touch 
merica notified the FCC that Arthur 
adersen did not contact Touch 
.merica concerning the audit and 
rould not incorporate Touch 
merica’s concerns. 
ame as the Year 1 Audit references 
bove, though the scope of the 
iolations increased in Year Two. 
ame as above, plus other accusations, 
uch as Qwest’s failure to divest 
Scilities, etc. 

‘ouch America asks the FCC to issue 
n order directing Qwest to provide 
‘ouch America with all customer, 
ircuit and CPNI associated with the 
ustomer accounts identified as Touch 
merica customers in the Year Two 
lerger Audit. 
I .  SBC failed to treat its advanced 

services affiliate on an arm’s 
length basis (shared office space, 
shared executives, etc.) 

applications on its affiliate’s 
behalf. 

5 .  SBC failed to comply with Rule 
51.321fi)oftheFCC’s 
collocation rules concerning 
timely reporting of exhausted 
collocation space. 

i. SBC filed collocation 

)pen 

]pen 

]pen 

n the Matter of SBC 
:ommunications, Inc. 
Ypparent Liability for 
:orfeiture, File No. EB-OO- 
H-O326a, released May 24, 
!001 (collocation violations); 
)ther merger violations 
.emain unresolved. 
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SBC 

SBC 

3BC 

Letter requesting 
revisions to the data 
.eported through the 
Carrier-to-Camer 
Performance Plan 

3BC-Ameritech 
Merger Audit (Year 
rwoj (September 4, 
1001) 

1BC-Arneritech 
Merger Audit (Year 
Two) (September 4, 
100 1 ) 

:ompTel 

:ompTel 

4TG 

une I ,  
00 1 

anuary 
!4,2002 

February 
c, 2002 

4 

4. SBC developed an ordering 
system on behalf of its advanced 
services affiliate. 

IompTel requested the following 
evisions to the publicly reported 
vholesale performance data: 
1. The FCC should post voluntary 

payments with the wholesale 
performance data rather than 
burying it in ECFS. 

disaggregated by state and by 
measure. 

3.  SBC should be required to report 
gross monthly voluntary 
payments. 

4. SBC should report state offsets to 
its oavments under the FCC 

2. Voluntary payments should be 

. I  

Merger Conditions. 
1. SBC failed to comply with the 

provisions of the Canier-to- 
Carrier Performance Plan; 

2. SBC failed to provide required 
promotion discounts to non- 
affiliated carriers, including 
CompTel member ATG; 

3. SBC failed to comply with the 
FCC’s collocation rules and 
overcharged ATG for collocation 
space. 

4TG notified the FCC that SBC 
knally credited ATG for the 
Jromotional discount required on 
[DSL lines by the merger conditions, 
I9 months late and only after 
CompTel and ATG filed the January 
24 letter. 

Open 

Open, with the exception of 
the 100 percent cap on the 
percentage by which SBC 
misses a performance 
benchmark under the Carrier- 
to-Carrier Performance Plan, 
which was permitted by 
CCB’s February 6,2002 
letter to SBC. 



! I 

February 
12, 2002 

FCC Merger Enforcement Chart 
July 3,2002 

AT&T asked the FCC to require SBC 
to publicly file a non-redacted audit 
report, consistent with the 
Commission’s order on the Verizon 

Open SBC 

SBC 
2002 

Section 272 Biennial 
Audit (Texas) 
December 17,2001 

the “voluntary incentive payments” 
associated with Paragraph 382 of the 
Merger Order if SBC misses its 18 
month implementation deadline. 

2002 letter; no sanctions. 
SBC Request for an 
Extension of Its 
Deadline for 
Implementation of the 
Uniform and 
Enhanced OSS 
Interface 

AT&T 

WorldCom 

5 
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SBC 

‘enzon 

FC 
VIOLATIONS 
Failure to comdv with 
section 51.312ihjofthe 
FCC’s rules, which 
requires timely notice of 
premises where collocation 
space has been exhausted, 
as identified by the 
collocation audit required 
by the SBC-Ameritech 
Merger Conditions. 
Failure to accurately report 
wholesale performance 
data under the Canier-to- 
Carrier Performance Plan 
required by the 
SBCIAmeritech Merger 
Conditions. (reporting 
period 10/8/99 throueh 

section 51.312(h) of the 
FCC’s rules, which 
requires timely notice of 
premises where collocation 
space has been exhausted, 
as identified by the 
collocation audit required 
by the Bell Atlantic-GTE 
Merger Conditions. 
(reporting period 7/1/00 
through 10/3 1/00) 

May 29,2001 

jeptember 14,2001 

NS 
SANCTIONS 
$84,000 (reduced from 
694,500) 

688.000 

;77,000 plus remedial 
ictions to ensure 
:ompliance with the rule. 

CITE 
File No. EB-00-1H-0326a 
Order on Review 

File No. EB-00-IH-0432, 
Forfeiture Order 

File No. EB-01-1H-0236 
Consent Decree 

6 
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FCC Merger Enforcement Chart 
July 3,2002 

SBC 

Verizon 

Verizon 

Failure to provide shared 
transport in the Ameritech 
states as required by the 
SBC-Ameritech Merger 

I 

Conditions. 
Verizon must allow Global 
NAPS to adopt its Rhode 
Island interconnection 
agreement with Verizon in 
Massachusetts and 
Virginia under the multi- 
state MFN requirement in 
the Bell Atlantic-GTE 
Merger Conditions 
Verizon failed to urovide 
the independent auditor 
with certain historical 
performance data for an 
audit of Verizon’s 
compliance with the Bell 
Atlantic-GTE Merger 
Conditions (June 20,2000 
through December 3 1, 
2000). Verizon also 
misreported performance 
data for the same period, 
which affected Verizon’s 
voluntary payments for 
failing to meet 
performance targets. 

Verizon also failed to 
provide the independent 
auditor with several 
agreements between 
Genuity and Verizon. 

January 18,2002 

February 28,2002 

August 20,2002 

$6,0 0 0,O 0 0 

No damages; Global NAP: 
must file the Rhode Island 
agreement with the 
Virginia and 
Massachusetts 
commissions. 

Consent decree with 
$260,000 payment to the 
US. Treasury. Verizon 
also must implement a 
remedial compliance 
program. 

File No. EB-01-IH-0030 
Notice of Apparent 
Liability 

File No. EB-01-MD-010 
Memorandum Opinion an, 
Order 

FileNo. EB-01-IH-0519 
3rder 

7 
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Federal Communications Commbaion DA 02-286 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, D.C 20554 

February 6,2002 

Ms. Csryn D. Mou 
Vice Resident - F e d d  Rcgulstory 
SBC Telecommunications, Inc. 
1401ISheet,NW,Suite400 
Washington, E€ 20005 

RE: SBUAmeritech Merger Order, CC Docket No. 96141 

k Ms. Mok 

SD File No. 99-49 --------__ --P 
This letter responds to SBC Communications, Inc.’s (“SBC“) ~anUa9‘4,2001 letter regarding 

performance measurements payments under the SBOAmeritech Merger Order..’ With this l e ,  I 
further explain the Common Carrier Bureau’s (“Bureau”) views on the method for calculathg payments 
un&r the Merger Order. 

In the SBUAmeritech Merger Order, the Commission adopted the Clrrier-tPCarricr 
Performance Plan (“Performance Plan”) that requires SBC to make payments to the United States 
Treasury should it fail to meet certain performance standards? The Performance Plan p r e s u i h  the 
steps SBC must follow to calculate payments.’ Befom making its fint payment, SBC orally asked the 
Bureau for direction on eleven payment issues arising from the Performance Plan. On Decembcr 11, 
2000, the Bureau provided SBC a letter setting forth how the relevant payment provisions should be 
interpreted’ On January 4,2001, SBC indicated it disagreed with the Bureau’s interpretation on four 
issues? As explained Mow, based on my Mer review, I conclude that SBC’s position on three issum 
is reasonable and accordingly modify my prior guidance. On one issue. I decline to m o d e  my prior 
interpretation, but note that tbe practical impact of the issue may k dwindling. 

Lelter born Sandra Wagner, V i a  Resident, Fedcnl Regulatory, SBC, to Cam1 E. Maw, Deputy Bureau Chcf, 
Commoo M a  Bureau, FCC (Jan. 4,2001) (“SECJunumy 4 thkad. ) ;  Applicatiocu of Amaitech m., 
Transfcm, and SBC Communications, Inc., TMlferrC, For Coaresa to W e r  Control Of Corpontrau H O W  
CommiatioaLiccnresPndLinesRvsuanttoSsccicnw214~3lO(d)oftbsCcmmMicntiwsAEf~dP~5.22 
24,25.63,90.95, and 101 of the Commission’s Ruler, CC Docket 98-141. Mom- @inton d-, 14 
FCC Red 14712 (1999) (“Magatordct”). 

I 

Merge? OnLr at Appendix C. Attachment A. 

3sBLi.d. 

See Letter from CKOl ulttey, Deputy Chief, Common Carrier Bumiu, to Sandra Wagnsr. Vice F’resideat, Fsdsnl I 

Regulatory, SBC @sc. 11,ZwO) (“E- Pqymuu Colcvlmlan Leftez“). 

’ See SBC Jamuny 4th LMer. 
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1. For measurements expressed LI averages, should the Uperformmec gap" - the extent to whlfb 
SBC misses the performance standard - be capped at 100% if SBC missea the performance 
standud by a higher percent?' 

The Performance Plan does not, on its face, cap the difference between the level of service SBC 
provides to CLECs and the relevant performance standard (Le., the "puformnnce p"). Accordingly, 
the Bureau inseUctpl SBC to follow the formula spelled out in the Merger Oder. SBC disagras with 
this guidance for two rrssons. First, SBC contends that an uncapped performance gap will require the 
company to pay on more than the actual volume of activity. Second, SBC states that the Texar 
Commission subsequently imposed such a cap on the state's performance plan, and therefore the Bureau 
should modify its interpretation of the relevant provisions in the merger conditions. a As explained 
below, I conclude there are public policy benefits id permitting SBC to make calculations under this 
provision in a uniform manner with the Texas plan, and therefore I authorize SBC to cap tho 
performance gap at 100%. 

measurement (i.e., a measurement expressed as an average)? 

P 

The Merger Order establishes a four-step method for calculating payments for this type of 

1) SBC calculates the "ideal value," which is the m i n i u m  level of service SBC could provide 
CLECS without owing payments;" 

2) SBC calculates the percentage difference b e e n  the i d d  value and the service it gave 
CLECs (Le., the "performance gap*')." For example, if SBC provisions ckui ts  to CLECs in 
nine days and calculates an ideal value of three days, the paformance gap would be 2000! 
(the difference of six days divided by the ideal value of three days);" 

See Issue Number 3 in the Bwem Paymet  Cdculotlon Letter at 2-3. 

See Bweau Paymenf CaIdotion Letter at 2-3. 

6 

1 

SBC Janunry 41h Leuer at3 ,  

Io fact, them are three steps. Because the third step hu hvo stages, I dcsuibc the pIocc~a in four sfcps hm. 
Stated simply, the formula is a function to the dollar value of the mCaSurement muhiplied by the number of data 
pints multiplied by dx average quality of SBC'r performance. 

9 

See Mugu Order at Appendix C, Attachment A, A-1 16, at "Step 1" for masumneat3 cxprescd u ava'wa a 
means. The " id4 value- is SBc's urn. SBC calculates the idul vahw by trmskhg the%itlcd-f into the unia 
being m d  by the performance measurcment (e.&, days, h m ,  and perrentagcr). ' h e  i d d  nhK b bucd 
partly on the service SBC provides its own r d  customm (or a benchmiirk standpd if SBC dws not pmVi& the 
service on B retail basis). See Merger Order at Appendix C, Attachment A, A-1 16. Fa simplicity. I use a one- 
month example; in fan. SBC's payments M based on chmnic frium of either thra consecutive months OT rix of 
twelve months in a calendar year. See Merger Or& at Appendix C, AMchmcllt A, 1 9. 

I I  

percentage difference between the actual avuage and the [ideal value]. . P 

IO 

See M v g a  Order at Appendix C. Attachment A, A4 16, "Step 2." Thi step requires SBC to "[c]dnrlsrc the 

12 S*d di&en*, in this example it took SBC t h e  times longer to provision CLEC cireuits than its reail citcuits 
(nine days vmus three). 

- 

2 
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3) SBC multiplies the performance gap by the number of data points." Continuing with the 
example, SBC would multiply 200% by the numbor of times it provisioned circuits to 
CLECs, e.&, 150 provisioned circuits to yield 300;" then 

4) SBC multiplies the product of Step 3 by a fd -do l l a r  amount bassd upon the 
measurement's designation in the Performance Plan as "High," "Medium," or "Lmv."lJ In 
the example, SBC would multiply 300 by the pre-set dollar amount, e.g., $900 fora 
"Medium" measurement. SBC's fmal payment amount for this measurement would thus be 
$270,000. 

SBC first argues that the pcrtormance gap calculated in tbc second step should be limited to 
100%. To do otherwise, SBC claims, would require the company to pay on more than the sctual number 
of data points, i.e., a plying a 200% performance gap to IS0 data points would caw the company to pay 
on 300 data points!'Capping the performance gap at IW? would d u c ~  the example payment to 
$135,000." 

I find this argument unpcrsuasive. Failing the pcrfommaocc standard by a wide margin, which is 
often within SBC's control, creates a large performance gap. A large performance gap docs not m a n  
SBC pays on more than the actual number of data points, as SBC VS. Rather, SBC would simply be 
paying for a larger disparity on the specified number of Occurrcnm. 

SBC also suggests that the Bureau should accept its position because the Texas Commission 
subsequently modified the Texas plan to cap the performance gap at 1009/'.'9 As SBC notcs, pari of the 
Performance Plan was modeled on the Texas plan. While the Commission W f s  explicit that it was not 
bound to any future state change,)0 the fact that the Texas Commission chosc to modify this aspcct of the 
state performance plan warrants a consideration of whether that are public policy benefits in applying 
the calculation in the same fashion for the federal plan. The Commission is committed to the goal of 

l3 ~ithougb SBC'S J ~ W  4th Lenv us- the tam **occun~ccs,- SBC stated o d y  to B-U staffthat it uws 
"occurrences" and "data points" synonymouly. SBC and the Bureau thus agree that the "total number of dm 
poinu" refers to the total volume of CLU: activity for the mwurrmcnt, e.&, the number of circuits provisioned to 
CLECS. 

" In other words, 150 provisioned circuits timer ZW? to yield the number 300. 

See Merger Order at Appendix C, Attachment A, A 4  16 at "Step 3." I5 

1 b ~ ~ ~ a n u m y ~ t h ~ t t e r a t 3 .  

I' In other words. 100% performance gap times IS0 data pointr times the $900 p- do& mmt 

i a  

according to the "level and significance of the discrimination detected"). 
See Merger &der, I5 FCC Rcd at 14867.1377; sew a b  id at f 378 ( 6 g  that SBC's payemti will v 9  

SBC Jmmy 4 l h L . s ~  at 3. 

Merger Order at Appendix C, Attachment A, 7 4 (stating that the Bureau will decide if state changer should k 

19 

- 
made to the Performancc Plan). 

- -  -- --- - -- 
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working closely with the states in developing and applying national performance measurements as a 
general matter, and I believe that objective should guide our interpretation and application of the relevant 
merger conditions in this instance. I conclude that administrative efficiency would be sewed if SBC 
were permitted to apply this payment calculation in a fashion that mirrors the Texas performance plan. 
Accordingly, SBC may follow the 1000? cap approach for measurements expressed as averages under the 
federal performance plan. 

2. Should SBC report ZJCOIW and calculate payments for performance meuuremeats with 10 or 
fewer data polnla?" 

The Performance Plan does not, on its face, exclude any performance measurements from either 
nt C d & h  Lefter reporting or payment based on volume. Accordingly, I stated in the Burem P 

that SBC should repofl and pay on measurements with IO or fewer data p i n t s Z B C  disagrses. 
Specifically, SBC argues that the Performance Plan's trebling of damage8 for volumes behvecn 10 and 
100 suggests by implication that volumes of IO or fewer should be e ~ c l u d c d . ~  SBC also has orally 
indicated its concern that it not be required to make payments for situations in which there arc SO few 
data points that a meaningful statistical conclusion cannot be made. Sccond, SBC suggests that the 
Texas Commission's exclusion of such low volume measurements in its state plan should guide the 
Bureau's decision. 

At the outset, I note that the business rules expressly describe in detail the typcs of data SBC 
should exclude." Nowhere among these exclusions arc low-volume measurements. The fact that the 
Performance Plan trebles damages for volumes betwan 10 d 100 docs not mcan that the Commission 
wished to exclude volumes of 9 or fewer, given that the Commission was clear to exclude other data. To 
do so would be inconsistent with the Performance Plan's god of completely capturing SBC'S 
performance (except for limited, explicitly stated circumstances) and, where necessary, establishing 
payment obligations?' Second, the Performance Plan alrcady addresses low-volume situations. The 
Commission adopted a specific statistical test for use with measurments with "29 or fewer" 
observations.'6 One-time low-volume situations will not, ofthmselves, lead to payment; instead, SBC 
would only make payments in low-volume situations when it misses the established standard throe 
months in a row (or six months in a year). This aspect of the Perfomance Plan should protect SBC from 
having to make payments for random events. 

SBC states that the Texas Commission clarified the Texas plan to exclude low-volume 
measurements for payments to the state? As noted above, however, changes at the state level arc not 

See Issue Number 9. Bureau Paymenl Calcdaiian Letter at 4-5. 

see B ~ W  payment CaIcu/aiian Letter at 4-5. 

See SBC Januaty dh Letter at 5-6. 

See Merger Order at Appendix C, Atrachmcnt A, A-I2 - A-1 1 1 .  

See Merger Order, IS FCC Red at 14867,q 377 (stating that the goal of the Pcrfommcc Plan is to ensure that 

21 

l3 

24 

25 

quality of service to CLEO will not detwioratc IS a result of the SBC/Amcritcch merger). 

SeeMergerOrderatAppendix C,AttachmentA, A-112-A-114. 

SBC Januaty dh Letter at 6. 

16 

11 

4 
- 
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automatically made to the federal Performance Plan. Moreover, as SBC concedes, the Texas 
Commission excluded low-volume measurements only for payments dincUy to the state, not for 
payments to CLECs? ‘This is an important distinction between the two plans. lEe Texas Commission is 
still assured that SBC has an incentive to improve performance even in low-volume situations under its 
plan. If we were to accept SBC’s propod to exclude low volume measurements hm, them would be no 
such assurance under the federal plan. I therefore believe this is an instance where the benefik of 
applying divergent federal and state approaches could outweigh the potential administrative wsts. For 
these reasons, I decline to modify my prior interpmtation. I note. however, that the effect of this issue 
may, as a practical matter, be less significant in light of the incrcasc in CLEC actkity over the last y w .  
As CLEC business increases, measurement volumes increase, and SBC should encounter fewer low- 
volume situations. 

3. If SBC is required to make a payment for failure to meet a standard (Le, hiling to meet the 
monthly ideal value for that standard for three C O M ~ ~ U ~ ~ W  months), bow should the second 
component of the payment calculation - the extent to which the performance standard w u  
missed - for parity measurements expressed M averaga or meam be dcula ted  for purposed of 
determining SBC’s payment obligatioa? 

The Performance Plan states that SBC should compare the level of service SBC provides CLECs 
(the “actual CLEC service”) for each of the three months analyted to the ideal value for the most reccnt 
month (i.e., the third month).” The Bureau instructed SBC to use this methodology in the BUMU 
Puymenr Cdculution Letter.)’ SBC nevertheless observes that the Performance Plan’s approach could 
result in a negative performance gap and payment amount because the months are not comparable.” 

SBC suggests that a more appropriate approach would be to compare each month’s actual CLEC 
service to the ideal value for the same month?’ Upon M e r  nwiew, I agrce that SBC’s suggested 
approach will avoid the un,intended results SBC describes and is consistent with the Performance Plan’s 
methodology for other types of measurements.)‘ SBC therefore may use its proposed approach on this 
issue. 

Id Under the Texas plan, payments fall into two tiers, i.e., payments to the Texas Commissim and papah to 
CLECs. 

See Issue Number 4, Bureau Payment Calculation Later at 3.  

Mergw &der U Appendix C, Attachment A, A-1 16 - A-1 17. As described above, the ideal value is thc 30 

minimum senrice SBC could give CLECs without Wig liable for paymenrC. In addition, the relevant W0d of 
analysis could be six of twelve montbr. 

” See Bureau Payment Caldation ~ettw at 3. 

” SBC Jonruay 4th letter at 4. For utample, the ideal V&~C for Scptgnba L ASSUIIe 
an actual CLEC service level of two days and one day for July and August, respectively. ?%e puformance gqa for 
July and August would be negative (two days minus threc days and one day miow thr# days). 

33 SBC Jan- 4th Lerter at 3-4. 

Y See Merger Order at Appendix C, Attachment A, A-1 16 - A-1 17 (prescribing the month-to-month comparison 
for measurements expressed as percentages, ratios, and pportioas). 
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4. In conducting parity tests, should SBC w the variance computed for ILEC-to-CLEC data in 
montha when there are no SBC retail data? 

?be Performance Plan is silent on this issue. In the Bweau Pqymen~ Cddut ion Lett.., I statal 
that SBC should use the SBC retail variance of an adjacent month, prcfaably the next most nccnt 
month36 SBC disagrees, stating instead that it should instead calculate a pooled variance estimate using 
the SBC and CLEC results for the c m n t  month.37 Baausc the Performance Plan does not d i y  

this issue. 
- address this issue and SBC’s proposal is reasonable, I conclude SBC may use its proposed approach on 

I appreciate the opportunity to work through these issues with you and your M. If SBC 
disagrees with our interpretation of the Merger Condfrfom, it should file an application for review with 
the Commission pursuant to section 1.1 15 ofthe Commission’s 

. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of further assistance. You may also contact Mark 
Stone in the Common Carrier Bureau directly at (202) 418-0816 for further information on this matter. 

SinCUCly, 

M& 
Carol E. Matby 
Deputy Chief, Common Carrier BUMU 

cc  Al Syeles, SBC 

3s See Issue Numba I ,  Bweau Poymen! Calculation M u  at 4. 

36 See Bweau Payment Caicukalion L e H u  at 4. 
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ON BEU OUT=OFREGION COMPETlllON 

September 2002 

3y Fred Dowson 

With the gates opening to long-distance entry by the Bell companies in state afler state, 
the beginnings of competition among the big telcos are evident in many places. 
Nevertheless, don't by to convince opponents of deregulation that this means anything. 

The IikelihOod of the RBOCs ever really competing against each other has become so 
entwined with the debate over FCC policy assumptions that many opponents of those poli- 
cies are ignoring or, in same cases, denying the reality of recent signs that such competi- 
tion has beam The araument aoes: FCC rules fosterina iaciiities-based over nonfacilities- 

I " - 
based competition won't benefit the public because the Bells will never compete with each 
other. But this commitment to the belief that the Bells won't compete obscures the oppor- 
tunity to make another argument, which is that, as long as the existing rules supporting 
access to unbundled network elements remain on the books, the Bells will be far more like- 
ly to compete with each other than if those rules are eliminated or radically modified. 

Recent news stories hahlight the widely heid belief that inter-Bell competition has not 
begun. For example, an article appearing July 23 on Businessweek Online, cited SBC 
Communications inc.3 alleged failure to meet its commitment to compete out of territory 
as a condition of its merger with Amentech as evidence the '"Bells seem to have kept com- 
petition at arm's length since their formation in 1984." The article notes SBC claims it has 
met the requirements, then quotes TeleTNth, which in March called on Congress to inves- 
tigate claims SBC had reneged on its commitment. "No one in authority has held SBC 
accountable for ignoring their commitments and obligations," said TeleTNth founder and 
chairman Bruce Kushnick at that time. 

The perception persists "Nobody in their right mind could assert SBC has attempted to 
compete out of region," says Jonathan Askin, general counsel for the Association for Local 
Telecommunications Services. 

In fact, SBC had met the terms of its commitment to launch facilities-based local voice 
services in 30 markets by the second quarter of this year, says John Winston, assistant 
bureau chief at the FCC's Enforcement Bureau. '"They have complied," Winston says. #That's 
all I have to say on the matter." 

Actually, the number of markets launched to date is 32. says SBC spokeswoman Wendy 
Flanagan. But she readily admits the marketing effort SBC has mounted so far is minimal 
mmpared to what it intends once the conditions are right for competing as a national car- 
rier, which means getting final approval on long-distance Service in its territories and a 
retum to more solid ground in the general economy. 
I "Our first priority was to fufill our merger commitment, but our goal remains to be a 

national end-to-end provider of telecommunications services," Flanagan says. "That 
requires that we have relief from restrimom on providing long-distance services." 

In late 2000, SBC began its out-of-territory initiative by offering high-end voice and data 
services to the enterprise market and targeting the mass market with switched voice.The 
company changed course in early 2001, when it declared that it was scaling back market- 
ing efforts out of territory and only would offer switched voice pending changes in the reg- 
ulatory and economic climate. SBC sees the enterprise market as top priority once it's in a 
position to provide the full suite of long-distance. data and iOcal voice Services to customers 
no matter where they are, emphasizes Flanagan. 

"We continue to offer the high-end enterprise services in markets where we were offer- 
ing them at the outset, but, elsewhere, we've focused on offering just voice for now," 
Flanagan says. "But as we build out our facilities in these markets we're putting in the 
equipment that's needed to support the enterprise service requirements." 

SBC won't say how many voice services customers it has in the 19 states plus 
Washington, O.C., it serves outside its operating territories. "There may be as many as sev- 
eral hundred thousand customers in any given market at this point," Flanagan says. SBC 
has installed its own switches in these markets and operates over Its own metro infra- 
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structures, although it relies MI use of incumbents' local Imps for last-mile 
delivery. Flanagan says the marketing effort is limited to Yellow Pages @dyer- 
tising and promotion of services via the SBC Telecom Web site. 

SBC's reluctance to serve the lucratbe high-end market for ATM, frame 
relay and other advanced services until it wins clearance on long distance 
contrasts with the strategy in play at Verimn Communications Inc., which has 
launched facilities-based enterprise services in Dallas, Los hgeles and 
Seattle in direct cornpetition with SBC and Owest Communications 
International Inc. Here again a merger commitment is involved, alMough 
Verizon officials say this is not the motivation for a strategy that makes good 
business sense and fits in with the carrier3 long-term growih plans.Verizons 
move into these cities, which began a year ago with Dallas. was intrinsic to 
the GTE merger plan. GTE offered a foundation on which to build facilities 
extensions into the central urban areas beeause it had operations on the 
tinges of many big cities, says Kevin Ireland, Verizon's enterprise solutions 
group spokesman. 

"This tends to be a lower cost approach to getting into these markets than 
would be the  cas^ if we were building from scratch," Ireland says. "We're cur- 
rently assessing what additional cities to go into and hope to announce some 
more soon." 

Not everyone is convinced Verizon is doing anything but meeting a merg- 
er commitment There also is a perception the FCC again is allowing a carri- 
er to skate by without really meeting the requirements. ALTS, for example, 
protests the commission's willingness to allow Verizon to count $90 million of 
a $150 million preliminary investment in bankrupt OSL CLEC Northhint 
Communications Inc. toward the Bell's commitment to spend $5M1 million on 
out-of-territory services within 36 months of the merger. Verizon made the 
investment as part of an intended acqu on but subsequently backed away 
from the buyout. 

'There's no getting around the fact that Verizon's pullout from its plan 
to acquire Northhint brought Northhint down, which eliminated one of the 
major potential competitors to the RBOCs," Pskin says. "Yet Verizon gets 
credited for investing in out-of-territory competition in that deal by the 
FCC." Verizon may have satisfied "some absurdist literal reading of its 
merger commitment." Askin says, however, the way the investment has 
been interpreted "has made a mockery of the FCC process and the bargain 
that Verizon struck." 

One thing is clear: Verizon means business in the markets it has launched 
so far. Networks in all three markets use OWOM technology to support deiiv- 
ery of a broad portfolio of internet access, managed data, ATM, frame relay 
and SONEl-protected services that can be bundled with long distance, Ireland 
notes. "Local switched voice will be the last thing we offer," he says. 'what 
we're doing is driven by market demand, and our goal right now is to grow 
our market reach by eqanding our customer base, not just plop In a voice 
switch to meet a merger commitment" 

Once the company Is established in the high-end market, it will be in a 
position to leverage that presence into the smaller business and consumer 
markets, with voice services as part of the service mix, assuming the local 
regulatory conditions and market demand are in line with that strategy, 
Ireland says. "Ah. down the mad, given the pace of impmmerd in Mice 
over iP technology, we may find there's no need to install circuit switches, 
which will allow us to move into voice by leveraging the data infrastruclure 
we already have in place," he adds. 

While the starting point for competing out of territory is markedly dif- 
ferent from SBC, Verizon also sees long-distance entry as crucial to full- 
scale aggressive pursuit of a national service strategy. "Once we're 
approved for long distance in all our states, we'll go afler the bigger com- 
panies who need national fame relay, national ATM and other types of con- 
nectivity," he says. "We already are approved in six states, and the rest are 
just around the comer." 

Verizon has ewrimented with a variety of approaches to establishing its 
infrastructures out of territwy. They began using a leased fiber from 
Metromedia fiber Netwo& Im. in Dallas and moved to a mix of leased and 

owned facilities in Seattle and finally to strictly owned facilities in Los 
AngeleS. "LA has proved to be our most successful model so far and is well 
ahead of the others from a sales standpoint" ireland says. The company has 
installed high-capacity video switching and transport equipment to accom- 
modate demand from media concerns, he adds. . 

With best well established as a competitive carrier outside former 
US West territories, the only Bell company not competing in other Bell 
markets is BellSouth Cap.  And. BellSouth spokesman Jeff Battcher says 
that's the way things will be for the foreseeable Mure. "We're concentrating 
on our markets in the nine states we presently serve," Battcher says. While 
the company now is locked into that strategy, "things in this industry change 
so fast. it's hard to say if that will always be the case," he adds. 

Eattcher says the possibili of campetition fmm Verizon and SBC is of no 
great wnsequence in influencing BellSouth's agenda. "We're accustomed to 
competlMn and don't Iwk on them as especially different" he says. 

As for Owest, BellSouth has a dose relationship that emphasizes cooper- 
ation rather than competition. Battcher notes. BellSouth uses Owest as its 
wholesale provider for long-haul transport and local access out of territory 
and has a "teaming" agreement with the carrier in markets where BellSouth 
hasn't yet entered the long-distance business. There, when Owest comes in 
to offer long-distance services. BellSouth provides local connectivity services 
as part of the package. The deal works in reverse in Owest's home territories. 

Soon (lwest and BellSouth will be competing with each other for long-dis- 
tance customers in BellSouth's territories, which means the close marketing 
affiliation likely will go away. What that will mean to BellSouth's willingness to 
go into local makets as a local service provider out of its current territories 
remains to be seen. 

While three of the four Bell companies say expansion into other markets 
is key to their long-term strategies and point to current out-of-territory effods 
as proof of those intensions, many observers claim the last thing these com- 
panies want is to open the door to all-out competition among themselves. 

Instead. the detractors say, any small measure of inter-Bell competition is 
meant to persuade FCC regulators that policies undermining nonfacilities- 
based competition will dear the way for facilities-based competition among 
the giants I& standing in the wake of the telecom meltdown. 

"There's no hope for competition among the big players," flatly states 
Mark Cwper, director of research at the Consumer Federation of America. 
"The only thing they'll do is buy each other out." 

Cooper cites FCC Chairman Michael Powell's comments when he first 
twk over as FIX chairman, in which Powell said, "1 fundamentally disagree 
with the idea that deregulation is something to be handed out only after 
competition is found to exist," as the driving philosophy behind a policy ini- 
tiative that inevitably leads to "the remonopoiization of the induw." Powell, 
who recently was quoted in me Wall .%et Journal as saying the telecom 
industry was in a state of "utter crisis." beam some responsibility for con- 
tributing to that crisis, Cooper says. hwel l  proposed rules "that would 
enable the dominant firms in the cable and telephone industries to lock out 
competitors," Cooper asseds. 

Regulatory issues aside, there's every reason to be skeptical about any 
flowering of competition among the Bells in light of their falling fortunes in the 
current downturn, says Ailan Tumolillo. COO at Probe Research.Tumolillo says 
the recent ha the Bells took in the stoek market has i n c r e d  the odds sig- 
nificantly that the worst-case telecom scenario outlined in a recent Probe 
report would come to pass. The Bells last almost $70 billion of their market 
capltaiization (about 25 percent) between June 28 and July 22, when stocks 
in general were in freefall, Tumolillo notes. They have lost nearly 60 percent 
of their market value since reaching five-year highs in mid '99. he adds. 

Tumolillo says the "catasbuphic" scenario would occur if one of the four 
RBOCs is forced into bankruptcy and there's no other company strong enough 
to replace L "I put the chance of that happening at 10 percent in ?e report, 
but now we're seeing signs of pain Uut might be raising the chances of this 
happening," Tumolillo says. "If, for exampie. one of these cumpanles were 
even accused of accounting fraud, its stocks could drop precipitously." 
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SBC Launches Telecommunications Service in Atlanta 

America's Most Admired Telecom Company Offering Free 
Monthly Service; Atlanta Customers Now Have a Proven, 
Reliable Telecommunications Alternative Through SBC 
Telecom 

Atlanta, Georgia, February 14, 2001 

Businesses and consumers throughout Atlanta can now choose a 
telecommunications provider that isn't all talk. As part of an 
aggressive national expansion plan, SBC Communications, one of the 
world's leading telecommunications companies and recently named 
America's most admired telecommunications company by Fortune, is 
now offering local service in the Atlanta area through SBC Telecom. 

Atlanta is among the first of 30 new markets outside of SBC's 13- 
state coverage area, where the company will compete for business 
and residential telephone customers. As a special way of saying hello 
to Atlanta, SBC Telecom is offering customers attractive incentives 
such as free monthly service and lifetime monthly discounts. 

What SBC Telecom brings to Atlanta is more than 100 years of 
unmatched expertise and reliability in providing telecommunications 
services to millions of customers around the world. SBC Telecom's 
parent company, SBC Communications, is the second largest phone 
company in the US.,  and is the country's leading provider of DSL. 

"Our customers will get the best of both worlds, personal attention 
from a new competitor, plus the experience and resources of a 
national and global leader," said Lisa Mosley, regional vice president, 
sales, SBC Telecom. "Customers in Atlanta have told us they want a 
new, better telecommunications choice, and with SBC Telecom, they 
will get the most compelling combination of value, service and 
reliability in the market." 

The value of SBC Telecom lies in its attractive portfolio Of 
competitively priced bundled services called SBC Simple Solutions 
that customers demand, all for a fraction of what they are paying 
now. Customers will be able to choose from among the following: 

iJ SBC Phone Solution, which combines local phone service with 
Popular calling features like Call Waiting, Caller ID, and Three- 
Way Calling. 

0 SBC Web Solution, which combines the features of SBC Phone 
Solution with dial-up Internet service or DSL service, including 
unlimited access, a customized browser, and a personal home 
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m e .  
0 Access Advantage Plus, a high-capacity line which allows 

business customers to combine PBX trunks, basic phone lines, 
data services, Internet access, and long distance service over 
a single high-speed facility. 

Residential customers who choose SBC Simple Solutions will get their 
first month of local phone service FREE, with no installation charges. 
Through SBC Long Distance, consumers can also add long-distance 
service for as low as 8-cents a minute, with no monthly fees or 
restrictions. SBC Telecom's main office is located at One Ravinia 
Drive in Atlanta. I n  addition to hosting a local staff of sales and 
technical professionals, Atlanta will serve as the southeast regional 
headquarters for SBC Telecom's network operations. 

SBC, a true integrated communications provider, is simplifying the 
lives of its Atlanta customers by providing one contact and one 
phone number for both sales and service, (678-587-0517). It is the 
reliability, quality, and leading edge technology in its products and 
services that recently led Fortune Magazine to name SBC the 
"World's Most Admired Telecommunications Company" for the fourth 
consecutive year, and '"America's Most Admired Telecommunications 
Company" for 2000. 

I n  October 1999, SBC announced it would expand service into 30 
new markets outside of its traditional service region - the first time a 
former Bell operating company will compete for local business and 
residential customers on a national scale. When the national 
expansion is completed, SBC will compete in 50 of the nation's top 
markets, reaching 180 million people - about two-thirds of the U.S. 
population. 

Atlanta was chosen by SBC as an expansion market because it is 
home to many of America's leading businesses. "This city's skilled 
work force, high concentration of high-tech businesses, and quality 
of life make it a perfect fit for SBC," said Vic Bolton, regional vice 
president, external affairs, SBC Telecom. We are truly excited to be a 
part of this dynamic city and look forward to being a good corporate 
citizen of Atlanta." 

SBC Communications Inc. (www.sbc.com) is a global 
communications leader. Through i ts subsidiaries' trusted brands - 
Southwestern Bell, Ameritech, Pacific Bell, SBC Telecom, Nevada 
Bell, SNET and Sterling Commerce - and world-class network, SBC 
and its affiliated companies provide a Full range of voice, data, 
networking and e-business services, including local and long-distance 
voice, high-speed Internet access and data transport, voice and data 
network integration, software and process integration, Web site and 
application hosting, e-marketplace development, paging and 
messaging, as well as cable and satellite television, security services, 
and directory advertising and publishing. In the United States, the 
company currently has 61.3 million access lines and is undertaking a 
national expansion program that will bring SBC service to the 
nation's top 50 markets. SBC has a 60 percent equity interest in 
Cingular Wireless, its jo int  venture with BellSouth, which serves 19 
million wireless customers. Internationally, SBC has 
telecommunications investments in more than 20 countries and has 
annual revenues that rank it among the largest Fortune 500 
companies. 
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SBC r e t r e a t s  f rom A t l a n t a  
Texas reg iona l  te lecom f i r e s  40-person s t a f f  1 5  days a f t e r  
announcina camPaian t o  comoete w i t h  Be l l sou th .  
Michael E :  Kanel l - -  S t a f f  ' 

Saturday, March 3 ,  2001 

l u s t  1 5  da s a f t e r  t rumpet ing a f u l l - t i l t  campaign t o  c o r r a l  a h e f t y  

40-person s t a f f  and gave up t h e  f i  h t .  
SBC had j u s t  become t h e  f i r s t  o f  t e remaining reg iona l  phone 

o f f e r i n q  se rv i ce  t o  both companies t o  jump i n t o  o the r  markets, 
res idents  and businesses. But now SBC has pu l  ed back --- a t  l e a s t  
t emyora r i l y  -T- f rom a much bal lyhooed promise t o  spend upward o f  $6 
b i l  i o n  b u i l d i n g  networks t o  compete i n  30 c i t i e s  ou ts ide  t h e  
Texas-based company's home region.  
spokeswoman Wendy Flanagan c o n f i  rmed t h a t  SBC i s  "sca l  i ng down" 
e f f o r t s  i n  those ou t -o f - reg ion  c i t i e s ,  b u t  company o f f i c i a l s  
wou ldn ' t  re lease t h e  number o f  ob cu ts  n a t i o n a l l y .  The company 

a l ready has, she sa id .  "This  i s  a slowdown, a s c a l i n g  down i n  some 
o f f i c e s ,  no t  a change i n  s t ra tegy , "  she sa id.  
SBC has se rv i ce  i n  
i t s  13-s ta te  reg ion ,  she sa id .  
The company has permission t o  o f f e r  l o n  
i t s  home s ta tes .  That means i t  cannot o%er l o n  

have t o  r e v i s e  t h e  business model, no t  once a quar te r ,  bu t  
c o n t i n u a l l y .  The r o l l o u t  was b u i l t  on some key assumptions t h a t  have 
no t  turned ou t .  'I 

On Feb. 1 5 ,  a company execut ive vowed t o  f i g h t  f o r  every business 
and r e s i d e n t i a l  customer i n  A t l an ta .  
Federal regu la to rs  had condi t ioned t h e i r  approval o f  SBC buying 
Chicago-based Ameritech on t h e  company's promise t o  compete ou ts ide  
i t s  reg ion.  SBC s a i d  Fr iday  i t  w i l l  s t i l l  abide by t h a t  agreement, 
b u t  i t s  r e t r e a t  r i s k s  provok ing r e  u l a t o r s  who may f e e l  t h e  d e a l ' s  

m i l l i o n - a - c i t  Federal Communications Commission f i n e s  f o r  no t  

cond i t ions ,  i t  cou ld  be whacked up t o  $ 1 . 2  b i l l i o n ,  sa id  Michael 
Balmoris, spokesman f o r  t h e  FCC. 
E a r l i e r  i n  the  day, t h e  $ 5 1  b j l l i o n - a - y e a r  company warned ana lys ts  
t h a t  i t s  earnings t h i s  year w i l l  be shy o f  expectat ions.  Analyst  
P a t r i c k  comack o f  Guzman & co. s a i d  t h a t  SBC's compet i t i ve  phone 
business i n  places l i k e  A t l a n t a  could no t  be p r o f i t a b l e  u n t i l  2004. 
"I t h i n k  they are  t r y i n g  t o  squeeze as much cos t  o u t  of t h e  
opera t ion  as they  can." company p r i o r i t i e s  a re  d e l i v e r i n  
l i n e s  and improv ing customer se rv i ce  i n  i t s  own region,  8e sa id.  
At lanta-based ana lys t  Jef f rey Ka an s a i d  t h e  r e t r e a t  i s  a response 

t r y i n g  t o  ge t  awa w i t h  something.' I have t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  i f  i t  

t h i s  i s  going t o  f r u s t r a t e  consumers." 
And i t  w i l l  no doubt i n f u r i a t e  advocates who say n e i t h e r  reg iona l  
B e l l s  nor regu la to rs  a re  ser ious about g i v i n g  consumers more choice.  
"They j u s t i f i e d  t h e  Ameritech merger as g i v i n g  them t h e  
needed t o  compete aga ins t  o the r  t e l c o s , "  s a i d  Gene Kimme 9 man, 
co -d i rec to r  o f  Consumers union. "But i n  r e a l i t y ,  t h e  
b u i l d i n g  b igger  monopolies. Th is  demonstrates t h a t  t K e economy of 
l o c a l  telephone compet i t ion  does no t  e x i s t . "  

share o f  t x e A t l a n t a  market,  SBC TeleCOm on F r iday  q u i e t l y  f i r e d  i t s  

8 

won' t  seek new customers bu t  w i  i 1 serv i ce  those r e l a t i v e l y  few i t  

o f  i t s  t u r f  t o  A t l a n t a  and o the r  new markets, F 9- anagan sa id.  "we 

e i g h t  o r  n ine"  o f  t h e  30 c i t i e s  ta rge ted  ou ts ide  

d is tance i n  j u s t  t h ree  o f  
d is tance from most 

s p i r i t  has been v i o l a t e d .  SBC i s  a 9 ready f l i r t i n g  w i t h  $40 

complying w i t  K deadl ines.  But should SBC f a i l  t o  meet a l l  t h e  

high-speed 

t o  a telecom downturn. "I don ' t  9 ook a t  t h i s  and say, ' t h e y ' r e  

weren t f o r  t h e  c K anges i n  t h e  market, they'd s t i l l  be here. But 

i r t h  they  

were j u s t  
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SBC dec l ined t o  

session i n  which t h e  bad news was de l i ve red ,by  L i s a  Mosley, company 

rov ide  s p e c i f i c s .  BUt employees h i r e d  over t h e  l a s t  
few months were 7 e t  go i n  A t l a n t a  du r ing  an emotional a f ternoon 

v i c e  pres ident .  
severance package pay and bene f i t s .  workers 
a t  t h e  meeting s t a  on f o r  90 days, then 
lose  her  own w i  1 s tay  on t o  run t h e  

o ing  t o  rece ive  a 

Y 
n+*i .-a 
" I  I ILL.  

TWO weeks ago, Be l l sou th  p ra ised SBC's e n t r y  as f u r t h e r  p r o o f  t h a t  
i t s  l o c a l  market was open t o  r i v a l s  as r e  u i r e d .  on Fr iday,  

dec is ion .  
Be l l sou th  spokesman i e f f  Bat tcher  dec l i ne  3 t o  comment on sBC'S 

pagel/ A-Section I metro news I spo r t s  1 business I op in ion  I l i v i n g  
I c l a s s i f i e d s  

AJC News aper Onl ine brought t o  you i n  pa r tne rsh ip  w i t h  

0 2000 Cox I n t e r a c t i v e  Media 1 want t o  adve r t i se  on ajc.com? 
ACCeSSAt 7 an ta  I v i s i t o r  Agreement 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Stacy Smith, hereby certify that the foregoing “Petition To Investigate The Public 
Interest Benefits Of The Transfer And To Toll The Expiration Of Certain SBC/Ameritech 
Merger Conditions Pending Investigation” were filed with the Commission this 3rd day of  
September, 2002. Copies were sent via First-class Mail to the following individuals: 

Julie Veach Elizabeth Yockus 
Wireline Competition Bureau 
Competition Policy Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ‘ ~  Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Christine Newcomb Jeremy Miller 
Wireline Competition Bureau 
Competition Policy Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ‘ ~  Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Ben Childers Tom Navin 
Wireline Competition Bureau 
Competition Policy Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ‘ ~  Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Daniel Shiman 
Wireline Competition Bureau 
Competition Policy Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12Ih Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Wireline Competition Bureau 
Cornpetition Policy Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ‘ ~  Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Wireline Competition Bureau 
Competition Policy Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12Ih Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Wireline Competition Bureau 
Competition Policy Division 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ‘ ~  Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Peter A. Tenhula, Senior Legal Assistant 
Office of the Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 t2Ih Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

- 
DCOIIHENDW191908.l 

- 
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Bryan Tramont, Senior Legal Assistant 
Office of Commissioner Abernathy 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ' ~  Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Jordan Goldstein, Senior Legal Assistant 
Office of Commissioner Copps 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ' ~  Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Dorothy Attwood, Chief 
Wireline Competition Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 1 2 ' ~  Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
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